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CONCLUSION 

We recommend that the PDCP seek reimbursement for disallowed charges as billed to the 
program by the CAC during fiscal years 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 totaling $1,986.  In 
addition, on a go forward basis, the CAC should maintain positive timekeeping records for 
management employees, use the actual employee pay rates to bill the program, and adjust 
their staff benefit costs to agree with the actual in accordance with the requirements of the 
contract and Title 2 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 225, Cost Principles for State, 
Local, and Indian Tribe Governments (2 CFR 225). 
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AUDIT OF PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL CONTRACT 

REPORTABLE CONDITIONS 

STAFF BENEFIT RATES 
Title 2 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 225, “Cost Principles for State and Local 
Governments”, (2 CFR 225) states that the cost of fringe benefits in the form of employer 
contributions or expenses for social security; employee life, health, unemployment, and 
worker’s compensation insurance; pension plan costs; and other similar benefits are 
allowable provided such benefits are granted under established written policies.  Such 
benefits, whether treated as indirect costs or as direct costs, shall be allocated to Federal 
awards and all other activities in a manner consistent with the pattern of benefits attributable 
to the individuals or group of employees whose salaries and wages are chargeable to such 
Federal awards and other activities.   
If the CAC uses a flat percentage rate for benefits, it should be based on some reasonable 
averaged basis.  Two different methods that are commonly used for determining an 
acceptable rate are: (1) a simple average for the Agriculture Department on a whole, and (2) 
a modified weighted average based on classifications billed to the Program.  Both of these 
methods use prior year actual expenditures in their percentage calculation.   
The CAC’s method of billing the program for staff benefits did not comply with existing 
federal requirements.  The CAC determined its staff benefit percentage rate for permanent 
and extra help employees by forecasting costs using budget rather than actual costs each of 
the three fiscal years.  In FY 2006/07, the CAC billed a staff benefit rate of approximately 
56%, whereas actual staff benefit rate was 50%.   Our analysis shows the CAC over-billed 
$1,325 for staff benefit costs during the year.      

Recommendations 
1.  The County should reimburse the PDCP a total of $1,325 for the over-billing of staff 

benefits and related indirect costs. 

2. The County should comply with 2 CFR 225 by ensuring the staff benefits rate billed to the 
program is properly supported by using actual costs.  This will mitigate the possibility of 
the CAC over-billing and subsequent reimbursements to the State. 

SUPPORT FOR SALARIES AND WAGES 
An examination of the CAC’s time records, payroll documents, and billing records identified 
that a manager of the commissioner billed a minor amount of time against the PDCP contract 
that was not supported in accordance with existing federal requirements.  Our office noted 
the absence of a timesheet to support the hours billed on the monthly invoice submitted to the 
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Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP).  In addition, the hourly rate reflected on the 
invoice was $32 per hour higher than the actual salary rate earned by the employee.  

Furthermore, the manager worked on multiple activities in addition to the PDCP.  
However, the manager did not maintain additional support of the hours being charged to 
the PDCP.  2 CFR 225 requires such additional support when employees work on 
multiple activities.  The size and format of the additional support is at the discretion of 
the County as long as the following standards are included: 

• The report must reflect an after-the-fact distribution of the actual activity of each 
employee, 

• The report must account for the total activity for which each employee is 
compensated, 

• The report must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more 
pay periods, 

• The report must be signed by the employee. 
Upon notification of our finding, the manager provided emails in an attempt to support the 
hours billed against the contract.  An examination of emails noted that only one was during 
the period in which the invoice was prepared.  The remaining emails were for periods after 
the billing invoice was prepared.  Based on all the factors specified above, our office 
recommends that the hours billed against the PDCP contract be disallowed.  The amount 
when factoring staff benefits and indirect costs is $661.  

Recommendations 
3. The CAC should reimburse the PDCP a total of $661 for the hours billed that were not 

supported in accordance with existing federal requirements.  

4. The CAC should comply with 2 CFR 225 by ensuring all hours billed to the PDCP are 
supported by employee timesheets.  Furthermore, the CAC should ensure employees who 
work on multiple activities provide additional support to supplement the hours reported 
on their monthly timesheets.   

VEHICLE MILEAGE 
The County’s supporting documentation for vehicle mileage claimed against the federal 
award should be improved in order for the County to be in full compliance with 2 CFR 225.  
Currently, employees reflect only the total miles traveled in performing contracted services 
on the daily time sheet.  The reports did not include a beginning or ending odometer reading 
or the locations visited, but instead, a daily total without an independent basis for validation.  
Therefore, we cannot determine whether the mileage claimed against all three contracts is 
fully appropriate.  While the overall differences were minor for the periods tested, continued 
problems could result in the State disallowing reimbursement for mileage costs that cannot 
be supported.        
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Recommendation 
5. The CAC should improve its accounting over employee mileage costs invoiced for 

reimbursement by requiring employees to record either the premises visited or the 
beginning and ending odometer readings on daily activity reports.  This will mitigate the 
possibility of the State disallowing claimed mileage. 
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CDFA EVALUATION OF RESPONSE 

A draft copy of this report was forwarded to the management of the County of Tehama 
County Agricultural Commissioner, Red Bluff, California, for its review and response.  We 
have reviewed the response and noted it satisfactory addresses a majority of the findings 
identified within the audit report.   
However, to provide clarity and perspective, our office is including the following items to 
clarify the CAC’s questions in response to the finding pertaining to Support for Salaries and 
Wages.  Our office has included a copy of the CAC’s May 2006 invoice (Page 11) that 
shows the Ag Commissioner billing 5 hours of Personal Services at $72.95 per hour.  The 
$72.95 hourly rate is approximately $32 per hour higher than the actual hourly rate earned by 
the Ag Commissioner as identified within the County payroll records.  We agree that the 
CAC should work with the PDCP to determine an acceptable reimbursement amount and 
schedule.   
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DISPOSITION OF AUDIT RESULTS 

The findings in this audit report are based on fieldwork that my staff performed between 
March 10, 2008 and March 12, 2008.  My staff met with management on March 12, 2008 to 
discuss the findings and recommendations.  
This audit report is intended solely for the information of the California Department of Food 
and Agriculture and the County Agricultural Commissioner.  However, once finalized this 
report is a matter of public record and its distribution is not limited. 
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